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AKMAM, ARDA 



Art Unit 

2153 



All participants (applicant, applicant's representative, PTO personnel): 

(1) Kevin Parton . ^ 

(2) Taylor Davenport ^ 

Date of Interview: 26 February 200? . 

Type: a)KI Telephonic b)D Video Conference 

c)D Personal [copy given to: 1)Q applicant 2)Q applicant's representative] 

Exhibit shown or demonstration conducted: d)Q Yes e)|El No 
If Yes, brief description: . 

Claim(s) discussed: 1,5 and 11 . 

?u e SPNfZ°7%\ 0r ^ diSCUSSed! Zhan * eta '( US ™° 381.646). Arm W »f„, (USPN 6 154 ft.?Q) r.*„ « 



Agreement with respect to the claims f)Q was reached. gM was not reached. h)D N/A. 

h°1 ° f lnte I^ ieW induding descri P tion of th e general nature of what was agreed to if an agreement was 
reached, or any other comments: See Continuation Sheet . a agreement was 

il f !fL d 6 f riPti .°M if nece i sar y> and a C °PV of the amendments which the examiner agreed would render the claims 

SESSf'i. ' a M e ' mUSt bS att3Ched - Also ' where no c °Py of the amendments that would ^derThe cteims 
allowable is available, a summary thereof must be attached.) 

m chLked) 6 ' 658 ^ aPPHCant *° Pr ° Vide 3 S6Parate reC ° rd ° f the SUbStanCe ° f the intervi ew(if box is 
li?!^r S ,r^ para 9 ra P n above nas been checked, THE FORMAL WRITTEN REPLY TO THE LAST OFFirF apti™ 

^SSS^SSS sh™ CE ° F ™ E ' NTERV ' W S " S ^ " «™« " on 



Examiner Note: You must sign this form unless it is an 
Attachment to a signed Office action. 
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Continuation of Substance of Interview including description of the general nature of what was agreed to if an 
agreement was reached, or any other comments: The first topic of discussion was the nature of 103 rejections. 
Examiner Parton explained that the basis of this rejection is the well known network address translation of Zhang et al. 
(USPN 6,381,646) combined with the control protocol messages of Cave et al. (USPN 6,404,746). Mr. Davenport 
expressed that the motivation for this combination was not clear in the original rejection and that the forthcoming 
response would question the validity of the combination and the motivation. The thrust of the applicant's invention is 
the use of translation on control protocol messages specifically, while control protocol messages and network adress 
translation are both common, the applicant argues that translation has not been done specifically on control protocol 
, messages. No agreement was reached on this topic, but Examiner Parton will address the motivation with a primary 
examiner again before the next office action. 

Regarding claim 5, Mr. Davenport argued that the specific portion of the reference cited does not teach a "port." The 
examiner conceded that a better figure or line of text could be cited, but that the use of the word port alone would not 
overcome the Zhang et al. (USPN 6,381,646) reference. 

Finally, Regarding claim 1 1, Mr. Davenport argued that the claims clearly require that the claimed server is within the 
firewall. The examiner concedes that this argument would overcome the Arrow et al. (USPN 6,154,839) reference. 
The examiner requested that the limitation be more specifically stated in the claim because it was not originally 
interpreted that the server must be within the firewall. . 
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